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Abstract 

The Problem: Employees sometimes behave contrary to the expectations 
and norms of the organization. These behaviors are termed "workplace 
deviance behaviors." In workplace deviance, employees consciously 
violate the rules of the organization, which, in turn, has the potential to 
negatively affect the organization itself, its members, or both. Workplace 
deviance, depending on the type of the behavior, is categorized into two 
dimensions: organizational deviance and deviance between individuals. 
Professionals working in successful schools carry out instructional 
activities; student, colleague, and parental relationships depend on certain 
norms. Teachers' deviant behaviors, by breaking school rules or 
interpersonal relationships, may harm the school and the students. 
Therefore, it is important to indentify and prevent such deviant behaviors. 

Purpose: The aim of this research is to determine teachers' deviant 

behaviors according to the investigations carried out by education 
inspectors, and the level of effect these behaviors have on breaking down 
school rules and on interpersonal relationships from the perspectives of 
school principals. 

M ethods: The mixed research method has been used in this research and 
the data have been collected in two stages, using first quantitative and 
then qualitative research methods. In the first stage, document 
examination, a qualitative research method, was used. The examined 
documents are the reports of investigations on teachers' deviant behaviors 
carried out by education inspectors during the 2008-2009 academic year. 
In the second stage, identified deviant behaviors among teachers were 
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listed and a question form was developed. Using that form, 46 school 
principals were asked to evaluate how significant an effect the teachers' 
deviant behaviors have in breaking down school rules and in 
interpersonal relationships. 

Findings: After the document examination, it was determined that teachers 
repeated 24 types of deviant behaviors for a total of 131 incidents. N early 
all thedeviant behaviors of teachers havea significant impact in flaunting 
rules or affecting interpersonal relationships within the school. Teachers' 
deviant behaviors have been divided into two categories: behaviors 
directed toward the organization and behaviors directed toward 
individuals. 

Conclusions and Recommendations: Results of this study, which aimed to 
identify teachers' deviant behaviors and the frequency of such behaviors, 
may not have recorded all deviant teacher behaviors. However, this is a 
pioneering study that identifies deviant behaviors in educational 
institutions. Qualitative research should be done to identify all deviant 
behaviors on the parts of teachers and the frequency of such behaviors. I n 
addition, in order to be able to prevent teachers' deviant behaviors, 
studies, aimed at determining factors leading teachers to deviant 
behaviors should be carried out. 

Keywords: Deviant behaviors, workplace deviance, teacher misbehavior, 
school 


The workplace is an arena in which a variety of behaviors play out, each with a 
different consequence for the individuals within the organization and the 
organization as a whole. These behaviors are usually appropriate for the norms of 
the organization. Organizational norms are a group of "expected behaviors, 
languages, principles and postulations that allow the workplace to perform at a 
suitable pace" (Coccia, 1998). Although it is commonly accepted that organizations 
expect employees to handle a number of tasks and duties at work, these expectations 
are not always met. Workers sometimes do things that are inconsistent with the 
organization's expectations and norms (Giacalone & Greenberg, 1997), things that 
constitute unconventional practices (Analoui & Kakabadse, 1992) or, more broadly, 
things that they are not supposed to do while at work (Sprouse, 1992). When work 
behavior deviances are outside the norms of the organization, its consequences are 
far-reaching and affect all levels of the organization, including its decision-making 
processes, productivity and financial costs (Coccia, 1998), reputation, and employee 
morale (Galperin & Burke, 2006). 

Researchers have given these negative behaviors many different names, 

including "workplace deviance" (Robinson & Bennett, 1995), "workplace aggression" 
(Baron & Neuman, 1996), "organization-motivated aggression" (O'Leary-Kelly, 
Griffin, & Clew, 1996), "organizational misbehavior" (Vardi & Wiener, 1996), 
"antisocial behavior" (Giacalone & Greenberg, 1997), "employee vice" (Moberg, 
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1997), "organizational retaliation behavior" (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997), "dysfunctional 
behavior" (Griffin, O'Leary-Kelly, & Collins, 1998), "occupational deviance" 
(Friedrichs, 2002), "workplace incivility" (Andersson & Pearson, 1999), and 
"counterproductive behavior" (Kelloway et al., 2010). It has been argued that these 
different forms of misbehavior have some underlying characteristics that can be used 
to distinguish one from another and to group similar forms of misbehavior 
(Robinson & Bennett, 1997). However, each form of misbehavior is similar; likewise, 
each violates significant organizational or societal norms and has harmful effects on 
the organization and on its members. Such deviant workplace behavior is called 
"istenmeyen davram§" in Turkish. I will use the phrase "workplace deviance" in 
most cases because it is the most commonly used terminology. 

Workplace deviance is defined as "voluntary behavior that violates significant 
organizational norms and in so doing threatens the well-being of an organization, its 
members, or both" (Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Robinson & Bennett, 1995, 1997). 
Vardi and Wiener (1996) define organizational misbehavior as "any intentional 
action by members of organizations that violates core organizational and/ or societal 
norms," while Giacalone and Greenberg (1997) define antisocial behavior as "any 
behavior that damages, or intends to bring harm to the organization, its employees, 
or its stakeholders." Marcus and Schuler (2004) state that a behavior should have the 
following three characteristics to be defined as workplace deviance 

1. Regardless of the tangible outcomes, the behavior must be a volitional act (not 

by chance or as a result of bad luck). 

2. The behavior must be potentially and predictably harmful, although its end 

result is not necessarily an undesirable outcome. 

3. The behavior must run counter to the legitimate interests of others and to the 

organization. 

Although the majority of deviant acts are considered negative, there are positive 
ones as well. According to Galperin (2002), deviance may have both positive and 
negative effects. Those with positive effects on the organization are called 
"constructive deviance," while those with negative effects are called "destructive 
deviance." Galperin defined constructive deviance as voluntary behavior that 
violates significant organizational norms, but as opposed to acts of destructive 
deviance, contributes to the well-being of an organization, its members, or both. 
Despite the fact that these behaviors are considered impermissible at the managerial 
level, they assist the organization in achieving its objectives. These behaviors can be 
divided into two main categories: interpersonal constructive deviance and 
organizational constructive deviance. Despite the growing impact of constructive 
deviance in the organization, the majority of research to date focuses on destructive 
deviant behaviors. 

T ypology 

Typologies of workplace deviance are determined based on factors such as 
expression, involvement, severity, target, and consequences of the behaviors (Baron 



4 


All Until 


& Neuman, 1996; Hollinger & Clark, 1982; O'Leary-Kelly et al1996; Robinson & 
Bennett, 1995; Vardi & Wiener, 1996). Hollinger and Clark (1982) proposed two types 
of employee misbehavior drawn from the industrial sociological framework. They 
referred to these categories as "property deviance" and "production deviance." 
Property deviance focuses on those i nstances when employees acquire or damage the 
tangible property or assets of the organization without authorization (e.g„ the theft 
of tools, equipment, or money from the workplace). Production deviance concerns 
not the physical property of the organization but rather behaviors that violate the 
formally prescribed norms delineating the quality and quantity of work to be 
accomplished (e.g„ tardiness, sloppy or slow workmanship, or the use of alcohol and 
drugs whileat work). 

Robinson and Bennett's (1995) typology of workplace deviance is developed in 
part from the earlier work of Hollinger and Clark (1982). According to Robinson and 
Bennett, workplace deviance varies along two dimensions: minor versus serious 
infractions and interpersonal versus organizational ones. Based on these dimensions, 
four clusters or groups of misbehavior emerged, which they identified as the 4Ps of 
workplace deviance: production deviance (minor-organizational), property deviance 
(serious-organizational), political deviance (minor-interpersonal), and personal 
aggression (serious-interpersonal). 

Accordi ng to Baron and N euman (1996), workplace aggression is also any form of 
behavior by individuals that is intended to harm current or previous co-workers or 
their organization. Baron and Neuman classify aggressive workplace behaviors 
according to three dimensions: verbal versus physical, direct versus indirect, and 
active versus passive. 

O'Leary-Kelly etal. (1996) define organization-motivated aggression as injurious 
or destructive behavior initiated by either an organizational insider or outsider that is 
instigated by some factor in the organizational context. Homicide, physical attacks 
(physical assaults with or without use of a weapon), threats (an expression of intent 
to cause physical harm), harassment (unwelcome words, actions, or physical contact 
not resulting in physical harm) are the examples O'Leary-Kelly et al. use to describe 
organization-motivated aggression. 

Vardi and Wiener (1996) define organizational misbehavior (OMB) as "any 

intentional action by members of organizations that violates core organizational 
and/or societal norms." A crucial element in their definition is the intention 
underlying the misbehavior. Intention therefore serves as the basis for the distinction 
among three types of organizational misbehavior: OMB Type S, OMB Type O and 
OMB Type D. Type S misbehaviors are mostly internal to the organization and 
usually victimize the employing organization or its members. Thus, such behaviors 
may have types of internal targets: the work itself (e.g., distorting data), the 
organization's property, resources, symbols, or regulations (e.g„ stealing and selling 
manufacturing secrets), and other members (eg., harassing peers). Type O 
misbehaviors, in contrast, primarily intend to benefit the perpetrator's employing 
organization. Those misbehaviors (e.g., falsifying records in order to improve 
chances of obtaining a contract for the organization), are mostly external in nature, 
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usually directed toward outside "victims" such as other organizations, social 

institutions, public agencies, or customers. Finally, Type D misbehaviors primarily 
intend to inflict damage and to be destructive. Targets of these behaviors could be 
those internal and external targets listed above. The intention behind Type D 
behaviors is to hurt others or the organization. Such intentional misbehaviors (e.g„ 
sabotaging company-owned equipment) may be perpetrated by members either on 
their own initiative (e.g„ as a revenge or a response to perceived or actual 
mistreatment) or on behalf of "significant others" (e.g., interfering with 
organizational operations to comply with union expectations). 

Teachers' Deviant Behavior 

Successful organizational settings feature employees who do more than their job 
duties and avoid workplace deviance behavior (Kartal, 2009; Robbins, 1998). In 
successful schools, punctuality, teaching classes regularly, and behaving 
appropriately with students and col leagues are the basic and expected norms. On the 
other hand, all forms of deviant behaviors, whether overt or covert, are harmful for 
the school and students (Sarwar, A wan, A lam, & Anwar, 2010). Therefore, detection 
of deviant behaviors in schools is critical to prevent such behaviors and to take 
necessary counter-measures. A literature survey indicates that research done on 
workplace deviance in schools is insufficient. The only accessible research on 
workplace deviance in schools was done by Sarwar et al. (2010) in Pakistan. 
According to the data obtained in this research, primary school teachers are more 
prone to organizational deviation than interpersonal deviation. Research on the 
studies done in schools in Turkey reveals the breakdown of penalized teachers' 
behaviors. For instance, Cjdglar (2006) states that 50% of the penalties on teachers 
were imposed due to trade union activities, followed by 14% for the failure to abide 
by the rules. Furthermore, Demirel (2002) found that teachers were penalized most 
due to absenteeism (42%), while Be§irli (1997) found that teachers were penalized 
most due to "teaching without lesson plan." It can be observed that the studies done 
in Turkey merely tried to list the penalized behaviors of teachers and principals 
without any analysis. There are no statistics in Turkey regarding the extent of 
deviant behaviors in schools. 

The deviant behaviors for civil servants in Turkey and an explanation of 
performance standards are stipulated in the Civil Servants Law. This law lists all 
punishable civil servant behaviors and the accompanying penalties. Depending on 
the type of civil servant deviant behavior, penalties could include a warning, 
reprimand, salary deduction, promotion freeze, and dismissal from the civil service. 
Severe penalties do not have to be preceded by lighter penalties. Transgressions of 
teachers working in private schools are also dealt with according to the Civil 
Servants Law. 

According to Articles 127 and 128of theCivil Servants Law, if a deviant behavior 
is denounced or identified, an investigation of the civil servant should be initiated. 
The aim of the investigation is first to identify whether thecivil servant's behavior is 
deviant, and, if so, to identify the proper penalty. Deviant behaviors at schools are 



6 


All Until 


investigated by school principals, deputy principals, directors of the 
provincial/ district national education branch, and education inspectors. The 
investigation duties are allocated to education inspectors, for whom they are a main 
responsibility, and to other officials by virtue of their seniority. Most of the 
investigations on teachers are carried out by education inspectors (Akba§li, 2010; 
final, 2012). 

At the beginning of the 2011-2012 academic year in Turkey, 880,371 teachers and 
school principals were employed in 60,165 public and private schools under the 
supervision of the Ministry of National Education (Republic of Turkey Ministry of 
National Education [MoNE], n.d). In an organization with so many employees, it is 
only natural to find teachers whose inappropriate behaviors disrupt order in the 
organization and who also have performance problems. Workplace deviance is 
prevalent and has serious consequences for individuals and organizations. 
Identifying teachers' deviant behaviors, therefore, may be beneficial for not only 
training teachers in pre-service and in-service but also school principals' practices 
and arrangements to the legal documents. 

The aim of this research is to determine teachers' deviant behaviors according to 

the investigations carried out by education inspectors, and the level of effect these 
behaviors have on the breakdown of school rules and interpersonal relationships 

according to the school principals' view. 


Methods 

The mixed research design, in which quantitative and qualitative research 
methods, has been used in this research. The data were collected in two stages. 
During the first stage, deviant behaviors of teachers were listed. For this purpose, 
one of the qualitative research techniques, document research method, was used. The 
reason for using document research is that deviant behaviors are regarded as a 
"sensitive subject" among employees, who are, therefore, reluctant to report their 
own deviant behaviors (Tziner, Goldberg, & Or, 2006). Furthermore, managers avoid 
cooperating in research that focuses on such behaviors because such deviant 
behaviors indicate organizational weakness and lack of control (Analoui & 
Kakabadse, 1992). The reports written by education inspectors working in Konya 
province on the investigations of deviant behaviors of teachers in the 2008-2009 
academic years were reviewed. The researcher got the necessary permissions 
required to examine these reports from the Konya provincial directorate of national 
education. All of the investigation files prepared by inspectors were reviewed during 
the document research. The researcher recorded the data on the Investigation 
Information Collection Form that he developed. There were 111 teachers 
investigated; 82 of these teachers work at a primary school, 18 work at high schools, 
seven work at special education and rehabilitation centers, and four work at private 
teaching centers. The total number of teachers working in Konya during this period 
was20,862(MoNE, n.d). 
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During the second stage, the identified deviant behaviors of teachers were listed 
and a questionnaire was developed. The question form includes items such as 
"sexually harass the parent" and "threaten his/her colleagues." In this form, 46 
school principals in Konya were asked to assess the importance of the identified 
deviant behaviors of teachers in breaking the rules or harming interpersonal relations 
at schools. Principals assessed each situation on a five-point scale from 1 (not 
important at all) to 5 (very important). Mathematical averages of the school 
principals' assessments for each behavior were calculated. Since attitude scales have 
a direction from negative to positive (Anderson, 1991), the neutral point for school 
principals' views has been calculated as 3. Behaviors with an average of less than 3 
are considered to have "minor" influence on tainting the rules and interpersonal 
relations at schools, and those with an average higher than 3 are considered to have a 
"serious" impact. 

Deviant behaviors on the parts of teachers were categorized according to the 
classification system of Arbak, §anh, and C/akar (2004), which was developed on the 
basis of the typology of Robinson and Bennett (1995) and Hollinger and Clark (1982). 
There are two main deviant behaviors in Arbak, §anli, and C/akar's classification 
system: organizational deviance and interpersonal deviance. Organizational 
deviance is divided into behavior directed toward the work and behavior directed 
toward the organization's assets/relations; interpersonal deviance is divided into 
behavior directed toward co-workers/colleagues and behavior directed toward 
students. In this study, organizational deviance is taken as one broad category, while 
interpersonal deviance is divided into three categories: behavior toward students, 
toward parents, and toward colleagues. 

At this stage, criteria developed by Miles and Huberman (1994) pertaining to 
internal and external validity were used in order to ensure the validity of results. To 
ensure internal validity, the following steps were taken: 1) All deviant behaviors of 
teachers were included. The relevance and integrity of the findings were tested 
throughout by the researcher. 2) In order to ensure the validity of the findings, the 
researcher assessed the conceptual and thematic consistency of the groupings and 
tested them to see whether they are meaningful as a whole. 3) The researcher 
compared the findings with previous research to ensure compliance. 4) Themes were 
explained and interpreted with deductive or inductive methods, depending on the 
conditions. 5) Findings were reviewed by two education inspectors and were found 
to be valid. 6) The results were found to be consistent with predictions. 

The following steps were taken to ensure external validity: 1) The research 
method was explained in a detailed manner. 2) Findings were compared with the 
literature to assess the practical significance of the findings in the real world. 3) To 
enable the testing of this research through future research, necessary and detailed 
explanations were provided as much as possible. 

To ensure the reliability of the results, a special technique, a percentage of 

agreement among coders, was used. For our purposes, the "reliability = number of 
agreements / total number of agreements + disagreements" formula was used (Miles 
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& Huberman, 1994). To be able to calculate agreements among coders, workplace 
deviance behaviors of teachers were classified into themes, first by the researcher and 
then by an expert from the field. The coding comparison between the researcher and 
the expert indicated a 93% agreement rate. This result is sufficient to ensure 
reliability. 

Results 

Distribution of teachers' deviant workplace behavior types (according to themes 

and sub-themes) and the total number of incidences are given in Table! 


Table L 

Distribution of Teachers' De/i ant Workplace Behavior Types, According to Themes 


Total 


Dimension 


Sub-Dimension 


Degree of 


Number 


Number of 


Num 


Importance _ Repetitions berof Numberof 

Behaviors Raha Repetitions 


Beha 

viors 



Toward work 

Serious 

3 

19 



Organizational 


M inor 

1 

2 



Toward assets 

Serious 

5 

40 

10 

66(50%) 


of the 

organization 

Minor 

1 

5 




Toward 

Serious 

5 

25 




colleagues 

Minor 

- 

- 



Interpersonal 

Toward 

students 

Serious 

Minor 

6 

32 

14 

65 (50%) 


Toward parents 

Serious 

Minor 

3 

9 




Total 24 131 (100%) 


Organizational deviant behaviors: Deviant behaviors of this type have the potential 
to directly influence the quality and quantity of an organization's work, relations, 
and image; they can also harm the organization's assets, resources, and operations, or 

prevent it from effectively using its resources. Organizational deviant behaviors are 
categorized into deviant behaviors toward work and deviant behaviors toward the 
assets of an organization. The number of deviant behaviors of this type is 11, and 
they were repeated 66 times. 

Workplace deviant behaviors have the potential to harm the functioning of the 
organization and hinder the quality and quantity of work done. The number of 
deviant behaviors in this subscale is 4. School principals view three of these 
behaviors as serious and one as minor. Deviant behaviors against organizational 
existence are behaviors that harm the organization's existence by negatively affecting 
the organization's relationships, public opinion about the organization and/or the 
effective use of such relationships and public perceptions. The number of deviant 
behaviors in this subscale is 6. School principals view five of these behaviors as 
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serious and one as minor. Figure 1 shows teachers' deviant behaviors toward the 
organization. (Numbers given in brackets next to misbehaviors show the behavior's 

frequency). Behaviors such as not obeying workplace rules, not obeying general 
ethical rules, and not complying with general laws that are not shown in Figure 1 
have been integrated in the themes mentioned above and are below. 

Not obeying workplace rules 

(a) Behaving inappropriately as a teacher (7) 

(b) Acting irregularly in selecting support materials (2) 

(c) Collecting money from students for books, tours, cleaning, etc. (5) 

(d) Making a complaint without adhering to the organization's managerial 
hierarchy (5) 

(e) Making a mistake in bureaucratic procedures (4) 

(f) Not obeying the rules during the exams (OSS-Student Selection Exam) they 
invigilate (5) 

(g) Not evaluating students' work objectively (5) 

Not obeying general ethical rules 

(a) Having an affair with a married person (2) 

(b) Two teachers in a relationship (1) 

Not complying with general laws 

(a) Assaulting people outside of school (2) 

(b) Trespassing on someone's property (1) 

(c) Not paying a debt (1) 

(d) Being involved in commercial activities (1) 



Figure 1. Teachers' deviant workplace behavior types 





Eurasian Journal of Educational Research 


n 


Interpersonal deviant behaviors: Deviant behaviors of this type have the potential to 
directly affect a teacher's relationship with colleagues, students, and parents. These 
behaviors may influence all co-workers at a school, not just the teacher who actsin a 
deviant manner and the person to whom the deviant behavior is addressed. These 
are divided into three categories: deviant behaviors toward co-workers, toward 
parents, and toward students. The number of deviant behaviors of this type is 15, 
and they were repeated 65 ti mes. 

The target of deviant behaviors toward co-workers is a teacher's colleagues. They 
are very likely to affect everyone in school. The number of deviant behaviors in this 
subscale is 5. The targets of student-oriented deviant behaviors are students. The 
likelihood of such behaviors negatively influencing the relationship between the 
teacher and the student, and as a result between teacher and parents, is very high. 
These behaviors have a limited impact on the relationships in school in general. 
Comparing people-oriented deviant behavior to student-oriented behavior, the 
likelihood of the latter negatively influencing relationships in theschool is lower. The 
target of parent-oriented deviant behaviors is everyone outside of the school, but 
primarily parents of students. These acts are less likely to negatively influence 
general relationships in school compared to people- and student-oriented deviant 
behaviors. The negative influence of these behaviors is limited to relations between 
the teacher and the person to whom the behavior is addressed. The number of 
behaviors in this sub-group is 3. School principals view all the deviant behaviors 
toward individuals as serious. Teachers' deviant behaviors toward the organization 
are shown in Figure! 


Discussion and Conclusion 

This study, carried out to identify and determine the frequency and impact of 
teachers' deviant behaviors based on principals' views, is the first of its kind in that it 
presents deviant behaviors specific to teachers. As a result of the study, 24 deviant 
behaviors were identified, defined, and investigated. Deviant teacher behaviors were 
classified into two types, organizational and interpersonal, based on the target of the 
behavior. School-oriented deviant behaviors are divided into two types: work- 
oriented deviant behaviors that have the potential to affect the quality and quantity 
of the work, and asset-oriented deviant behaviors that have the potential to harm 
school assets and relationships. Finally, interpersonal deviant behaviors are divided 
into three types: deviant behaviors toward co-workers, students, and parents. 

Only two of the 24 deviant teacher behaviors were assessed by principals as 
insignificant in terms of breaking rules or harming interpersonal relationships in a 
school. In other words, school principals considered almost all of the deviant 
behaviors as being harmful to the positiveenvironment of theschool. Both of the acts 
considered to be insignificant were organizational deviant behaviors. One of them is 
in the work-oriented category, whilethe other is in the asset-oriented category. From 
these two instances of insignificant behaviors, it appears that principals consider 
planning for lessons, which is related to a teacher's performance, and involvement in 
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commercial activities, which is a non-school matter, as of minor importance for the 
school. Robinson and Bennett (1995) also consider production deviance in 
organizational dimension in their typology. This shows that our findings are in 
accordance with the expectations. 

Sarpkaya (2001) and Ozcan (2008) have found that school principals, most of the 
time, do not prefer penalties. According to Ozcan' s findings, school principals would 
rather warn than punish. This kind of a practice can have two motives. The first one 
is that school principals try to eliminate trivial workplace deviances without 
resorting to penalties. The second one is that school principals avoid dealing with 
workplace deviances. According to Ozcan's findings, school principals do not look 
into the reasons for workplace deviance behaviors and do not guide their employees 
to solve the problem. This finding, rather than the first one, increases the validity of 
the second possibility. 

There are similarities between the deviant teacher behaviors identified here and 
the punished behaviors identified by Caglar (2006), Be§irli (1997), Demirel (2002), 
Gorgiilii (2007), Karata§ (2000), and Ozdayi (2004). The difference between the two 
studies is in the frequency rather than the nature of the deviant behaviors identified. 
In each study a different deviant behavior assumes prominence. For instance, beating 
students is prominent in one study, but others focus on trade-union movements 
(Qaglar, 2006), absenteeism (Demirel, 2002), attending class without preparing a plan 
(Be§irli, 1997), being unorganized, offering poor quality work (Gorgiilii, 2007), or 
dressing contrary to codes (Karata§, 2000). There can be two reasons why deviant 
behavior frequencies vary by years. First, teachers might act differently, for example 
joining trade-union movements (Okdem, 2002), depending on the political agenda of 
the country. Second, principals assessing the deviant behaviors consider different 
deviant behaviors more or less significant according to the guidance they receive 
from the government. For example, Koseer's (2007) research reveals that school 
principals may act biased and overlook those who dress contrary to dress codes. 
Flowever, this behavior was among the ones that received penalties most of the time 
(Karata§, 2000). Okdem's (2002) finding, that teachers show deviant behaviors mostly 
because of their political views and are penalized, is another example. This situation 
shows that penalties are meted out for the purpose of making the school better, but 
mostly according to the country's economic and political agenda, sometimes to 
i nti mi date d i ssi dent teachers. 

Investigation to detect deviant behavior is also used as a tool of intimidation, as 
seen by the fact that in more than half of the investigations workplace deviance has 
not occurred (Gorgiilii, 2007). Additionally, employees think that penalties are not 
effective in preventing deviant behavior and in increasing the success of the 
organization (Kaplan, 2008). The fact that most of the teachers getting penalties had 
been penalized in the past is an indicator that penalties are not effective in 
preventing deviant behaviors (Qaglar, 2006; Sarpkaya, 2001; Okdem, 2002). 
Depending on all these, as Ozdayi (2004) and Okdem (2002) remark, it can be said 
that the punishment system for teachers is not deterrent and does not improve the 
quality of educational services in Turkey. On the other hand, according to Tinker's 
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(1997) findings, punishment has negative effects on productivity, and officials who 
are punished develop negative thoughts about the ones that give the punishment. 

Three of the teacher deviant behaviors are similar to the behaviors classified as 
organizational deviance by Bennett and Robinson (2000), and another three of them 
fall into the interpersonal deviance dimension. Behaviors that are similar to the 
organizational deviance dimension are as follows: "Said something hurtful to 
someone at work"; "Made an ethnic, religious, or racial remark at work"; "Acted 
rudely toward someone at work." Behaviors that are similar to interpersonal 
deviance dimension are as follows: "Coming late to work without permission"; 
"Neglecting to follow the instructions of the boss"; "Used an illegal drug or 
consumed alcohol on the job." This study and Bennett and Robinson's (2000) study 
do not completely overlap for two reasons. First, this study aims to define deviant 
behaviors specific to teachers. Deviant behaviors of teachers will naturally be 
different from those of other employees. Second, teachers work as civil servants in 
line with the Civil Servants Law. This law includes rules on how a civil servant 
should act inside and outside of the organization and identifies penalties for 
noncompliance with these rules. Therefore, unwanted behaviors in a Turkish 
organization may be different from those in another country. 

Sarwar et al. (2010) found that organizational deviant behaviors of primary 
school teachers in Pakistan are more common than interpersonal deviant behaviors. 
However, in this study the number of teachers' organizational and interpersonal 
deviant behaviors has been found to be equal. The reason for this difference in 
behaviors of Pakistani versus Turkish teachers could be the political interference and 
weak monitoring system in Pakistan, a hypothesis also mentioned by Sarwar etal. 

The frequency of deviant behaviors toward work and deviant behaviors toward 
an organization's assets are related to the rules of the organization. Approximately 
one-third of teachers' deviant workplace behaviors are directed toward an 
organization's assets. Deviant workplace behaviors of this type are more than twice 
as common as deviant behaviors toward work. These ratios indicate that 
administrators pay more attention to whether or not teachers act in accordance with 
the rules rather than to their performance. There were also no investigations initiated 
after a teacher received a low performance score. These data may be interpreted as 
showing that managers are more interested in whether teachers act according to 
legislative regulations than their performance, thus in a sense acting, as they are 
expected to, as guardians of the legislation. Gorgiilii's (2007) evaluation that most of 
the investigations are about teachers' being unsystematic and faulty at work confirms 
this interpretation. The basis for such a practice may stem from the difficulty of 
measuring teacher performance, especially because tools to measure teacher 
performance have not yet been developed. 

Positive "management-student," "teacher-student" and "school-environment- 
student" relationships have positive influences on the quality of education and 
students' academic success. Thus, there should be good, sound, and continuous 

interpersonal relations in the school for them to fulfill their assigned duties and 
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responsibilities. However, this study found that 50% of teachers' deviant workplace 

behaviors are directed toward people involved with the school. In Cemaloglu's 
(2007) research, in which he uses a negative behaviors questionnaire that has items 
such as "Being subject to extreme ridicule and teasing," findings on the frequency of 
negative behaviors for teachers support this result. 

Furthermore, the majority of deviant behaviors involve threats and physical 
assault. Gorgiilii's (2007) research also supports this finding. Based on such data, one 
can say that certain teachers' conflict resolution skills are limited and that such 
teachers have a tendency to resort to assault and force when faced with conflict 
(Cicek Saglam, 2008). According to Galperin and Burke (2006), this situation causes 
diminished reputations and reduced employee morale. This violence would hamper 
any school's success. Factors such as teachers' failure to be motivated by their jobs, 
negative attitudes of managers, and the socioeconomic status of educators may 
explain such teacher behavior. 

Teachers' deviant behaviors toward students comprise approximately 25% of all 
teacher deviant behaviors. Among all behaviors, the one that has been most repeated 
is "beating students" (14 times). This finding is in line with the findings that teachers 
in Turkey use corporal punishment as a class management strategy (Akar-Vural & 
Gomleksiz, 2010; Gorgiilii, 2007; Sadik, 2008) and that 64.5% of teachers apply 
physical punishment to students (Hatunoglu & Hatunoglu, 2005). These findings 
indicate that teachers have difficulty managing student behavior (Turanli, 2009) and 
that a majority of them consider violence a method to solve problems. The reason 
might be the failure to ensure that teachers gain sound people and class management 
skills. 

The findings obtained in this study cover only deviant behaviors of teachers 
about whom an investigation had been carried out by education inspectors. The fact 
that deviant behaviors investigated by school principals or district directors of 
national education are not identified is a limitation of the research. A second 
limitation is that, when faced with deviant behaviors in the workplace, managers 
avoid dealing with the problem due to lack of training, concern over not receiving 
support from top managers, reluctance to punish misbehavior, and the fear of losing 
friendships and time (Wallace, 1985). Therefore, results of this study, which aimed to 
identify teachers' deviant behaviors and the frequency of such behaviors, may not 
have recorded all deviant teacher behaviors. However, this is a pioneering study that 
identifies deviant behaviors in educational institutions. Qualitative research should 
be done to identify all deviant behaviors of teachers and the frequency of such 
behaviors. 

Teachers' deviant behaviors may not necessarily be spontaneous. For instance, 
according to Kiligaslan's (2007) study, inequity in the workplace is one of the major 
factors causing deviant behaviors. Eliminating or even reducing deviant behaviors 
will be of great importance to schools. Therefore, causes or motives leading to 
deviant behaviors should be eliminated. To achieve this, studies aimed at identifying 
causes or motives leading to deviant behaviors in schools should be conducted. 
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Ogretmenlerin istenmeyen Davramslari ve Bu Davramslarin Okuldaki 
Kural ve Iliskilere Etkisi 

Atif: 

Unal, A. (2012). Deviant teacher behaviors and their influence on school rules and 
interpersonal relationships at school. Egitim Arastirmalari - Eurasian Journal of 
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(Ozet) 

Problem Durumu: I§yerinde istenmeyen davrani§, orgiit iiyelerinin olumlu orgiit 
kurallanm bozarak, orgiitiin ve/veya iiyelerinin iyi durumlarmi tehdit eden 
davram§lar olarak tarumlanmaktadir. Robinson ve Bennett'e gore orgiitte istenmeyen 
davram§lar, orgiite yonelik ve bireylerarasi istenmeyen davraru§ olarak ikiye 
aynlmaktadir. Orgiite yonelik istenmeyen davrani§ kendi iginde, iiretime yonelik ve 
ekipmana yonelik istenmeyen davram§ olarak gruplamrken, bireylerarasi 
istenmeyen davram§ da politik ve ki§isel gati§ma olarak gruplanmi§tir. Istenmeyen 
davram§larm biiyiik boliimu olumsuz olarak dii§iiniilmesine ragmen olumlu 
istenmeyen davram§lar da vardir. Galperin'e gore, istenmeyen davram§m orgiit 
iizerindeki etkisine bakarak olumlu ya da olumsuz olduguna karar verilebilir. Orgiit 
iizerinde olumlu etkisi olanlar olumlu, olumsuz etkisi olanlar olumsuz istenmeyen 
davram§lardir. Ba§arili orgiitler, daha fazla gorevlerini yapan ve istenmeyen 
davram§lardan kaginan gali§anlara sahiptir. Bundan dolayi, ba§arili okullarda 
gali§anlar normlara uygun davramrlar. Agik ya da gizli nasil olursa olsun, 
istenmeyen davram§larm biitiin formlari okul ve ogrenciler igin zararhdir. Bu 
nedenle okullardaki istenmeyen davrani§larm tespit edilmesi, bu davram§larm 
onlenmesi ve gerekli tedbirlerin almmasi yoniiyle onemlidir. Literatiir 
incelendiginde okullardaki istenmeyen davrani§larla ilgili olarak yapilan 
ara§tirmalarm yetersiz oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu nedenle, ogretmenlerin istenmeyen 
davram§larmm tespit edilmesi, onlarm hizmet oncesi ve hizmet iginde yeti§tirilmeleri 
ile okul miidiirlerinin uygulamalari ve yasal metinlerde yapilacak diizenlemeler igin 
yararli olabilir. 

Cnhsmanin Amaci ::Bu ara§tirmanm amaci, egitim miifetti§leri tarafindan yapilan 
soru§turmalara gore ogretmenlerin istenmeyen davram§larmi ve bu davrani§larm 
okul miidiirii gorii§lerine gore okuldaki kurallari ya da ki§iler arasi ili§kileri 
bozmadaki etki derecesini tespit etmektir. 

Ydntem.Bu ara§tirmada nitel ve nicel ara§tirma metodlarmin birlikte kullamldigi 
karma ara§tirma metodu kullamlmi§hr. Veriler, iki a§amada toplanmi§tir. Birinci 
a§amada, ogretmenlerin istenmeyen davram§lari listelenmi§tir. Bunun igin nitel 
ara§tirma yontemlerinden dokiiman incelemesi kullarulmi§tir. Incelenen 
dokiimanlar, Konya'da gorev yapan egitim miifetti§leri tarafindan ogretmenler 
hakkmda yapilan soru§turmalara ili§kin soru§turma raporlaridir. Dokiiman 
incelemesinde miifetti§ler tarafindan diizenlenen bir yillik soru§turma raporlarmm 
tamami incelenmi§tir. Veriler ara§tirmaci tarafindan geli§tirilen Soru§turma Bilgi 
Toplama Formuna kaydedilmi§tir. Hakkmda soru§turma yapilan ogretmenlerin 
sayisi lll'dir. Bu ogretmenlerin 82'si ilkogretim okulunda, 18'i lisede, 7'si ozel 
rehabilitasyon merkezinde ve 4'ii dershanede gorev yapmaktadir. 

Ikinci a§amada, ogretmenlerin tespit edilen istenmeyen davram§lari listelenerek bir 
soru bir soru formu geli^tirilmistir. Geli§tirilen soru formu ile Konya'da gorev yapan 




20 


All Until 


46 okul miidurunden ogretmenlerin tespit edilen istenmeyen davram§larmm bir 
okuldaki kurallari ya da ki§iler arasi ili§kileri bozmada ne derecede onemli etkisi 
oldugunu degerlendirmeleri istenmi§tir. Mtidiirler, degerlendirmelerini l=Hi(; onemi 
yok'tan 5=Qok onemli'ye kadar segeneklerin yer aldigi be§li Likert tipi bir olgek 
tizerinde yapmi§lardir. Her bir davram§ igin okul miidiirlerinin yaptiklan 
degerlendirmelerin aritmetik ortalamasi hesaplanmi§tir. Ortalamasi 3'iin altmda 
olan davram§lar, okuldaki kurallari ya da ki§iler arasi ili§kileri bozmada onemli bir 
etkiye sahip olmadigi, ortalamasi 3'iin iizerinde olan davram§lar onemli bir etkiye 
sahip olarak degerlendirilmi§tir. 

Bu/gu/ar.'Ogretmenlerin istenmeyen davram§lari, okula yonelik istenmeyen 
davram§lar ve ki§ilere yonelik istenmeyen davrani§lar olarak iki boyuta 
aynlmaktadir. Okula yonelik istenmeyen davram§lar, i§e yonelik ve orgiit 
varliklarma yonelik istenmeyen davraru§lar olarak ikiye aynlmaktadir. I§e yonelik 
istenmeyen davram§lar, yapilan i§in miktar ve niteligini etkileme potansiyeline; 
orgiit varliklarma yonelik istenmeyen davram§lar, okul varliklari ile ili§kilerine zarar 
verme potansiyeline sahip davram§lardir. Ki§ilere yonelik istenmeyen davrani§lar da 
davram§in yoneldigi birey esas almarak, gali§ma arkada§larina, ogrencilere ve 
velilere yonelik istenmeyen davram§lar olmak iizere iige aynlmaktadir. 
Ogretmenlerin 24 ayri istenmeyen davram§i tespit edilmi§tir. Ogretmenler bu 
davram§lari 131 kez tekrarlami§lardir. Okul miidiirleri ogretmenlerin belirlenen 
istenmeyen davram§larmin neredeyse tamammi okul kurallanm ya da okulda ki§iler 
arasi ili§kileri bozmada onemli olarak gormektedirler. 

Tarti^ma ve Onenfer.Ogretmenlerin okula ve ki§ilere yonelik istenmeyen 
davram§larimn sayisi hemen hemen e§ittir. Ogretmenlerin orgiit varliklarma yonelik 
istenmeyen davram§lan, i§e yonelik olanlarm iki katindan fazladir. Bu oranlara 
bakarak, ogretmenlerin performansindan daha gok, kurallara uygun davramp 
davranmadigimn gozlendigi soylenebilir. Ogretmenlerin performansi olgiilerek, 
performansi dii§iik oldugu igin ba§latilan soru§turma olmamasi da bu yorumu 
dogrulamaktadir. Ogretmenlerin ogrenciye yonelik istenmeyen davram§lari, turn 
istenmeyen davram§larimn yakla§ik % 25'ini olu§turmaktadir. Tiim davram§lar 
iginde en fazla tekrarlanan davrani§ da "ogrenci dovmek" tir. Bu da okullarda 
fiziksel §iddetin bir simf yonetim araci olarak bazi ogretmenler tarafmdan 
kullaruldigim gostermekted i r. 

Bu gali§mada elde edilen bulgular, ogretmenlerin sadece egitim miifetti§leri 
tarafmdan soru§turma yapilan istenmeyen davram§larmi kapsamaktadir. Bu 
nedenle, ogretmenlerin istenmeyen davrani§lari ve bu davram§larm onemini tespit 
etmeye yonelik olarak yapilan bu <;ali§mada elde edilen sonuijlar, ogretmenlerin turn 
istenmeyen davrani§lanni ve bu davram§larm sikligim gostermiyor olabilir. Ancak 
bu gali§ma, egitim kurumlanndaki istenmeyen davram§larin tespit edilmesi yoniinde 
oncti bir gali§madir. Ogretmenlerin istenmeyen davram§larinm tiimunii ve bu 
davram§larimn sikligim tespit edebilmek igin nicel ara§tirmalar yapilmalidir. Bunun 
yamnda ogretmenlerin istenmeyen davram§larim onleyebilmek igin bu davram§lara 
neden olan faktorlerin tespit edilmesine yonelik ara§tirmalar da alana katki 
saglayabilir. 

Anahtar Sozdikler: istenmeyen davram§, i§yerinde sapma, ogretmenin istenmeyen 
davram§i, okul 



